
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



Notes and Discussions. 703 



NOTES AND DISCUSSION. 

The Book of Jubilees, translated from a text based on two 
hitherto uncollated Ethiopic MSS. 

Introduction. 

The text from which I propose to make the translation that will 
appear in subsequent numbers of The Quarterly is based on two 
most valuable Ethiopic MSS. belonging respectively to the fifteenth 
and sixteenth centuries. These MSS. possess the merit not only of 
being amongst the oldest existing Ethiopic MSS., but also of pre- 
senting a type of text which transcends immeasurably that of the 
two MSS. on which Dr. Dillman's Ethiopic edition of 1859 is based. 
It will be remembered that one of Dillmann's MSS. is a most faulty 
transcription of a MS. of this book made during the present century 
by the Abyssinian secretary of Dr. Krappf, and presented by the 
latter to the Tubingen Library in 1844. As, however, this was the 
only MS. attainable at the time, Dr. Dillmann corrected its errors as 
far as possible, and translated it into German, accompanied with a 
short commentary in Ewald's Jahrbiccher der biblischen Wissenschqf't, 
Bd. II., 1850, s. 230-256, and Bd. III., 1851, s. 1-96. 

A few years later, Dillmann obtained from M. Abbadie another 
Ethiopic MS. (eighteenth century) of this book. Though it was 
undoubtedly of considerable value in the formation of a text, it 
deserves in full the severe judgment of the editor — apographum 
ingenti et vitiorum et mendorum numero laborantem et Tubingensi vix 
melius censendum. With the help of these two MSS., Dillmann 
published, as we have already remarked, his Ethiopic text in 1859. 

Happily it is not to the Ethiopic version only that we are indebted 
for our present knowledge of the Book of Jubilees. More than a 
fourth of this work was discovered by Ceriani in an old Latin 
version in the Ambrosian Library at Milan, and published by this 
scholar in his Monumenta sacra et prqfana ex Codd. praesertim 
bibliothecae Ambrosianae, Mediol., 1861, Tom. I., Fasc. I., pp. 15-62. 
This Latin fragment was subsequently edited by Ronsch in 1874, 
accompanied by a commentary and learned excursuses, and the value 
of this book was materially enhanced by Dr. Dillmann's contribution 



704 The Jewish Quarterly Review. 

— a Latin translation of the portion of the Ethiopic text correspond- 
ing to the Latin fragment. 

It is worthy of note in the present connection that this Latin 
translation of Dr. Dillmann is not made from the published Ethiopic 
text of 1859, but in reality from a revised form of this text, the 
revision being in the main carried out on the lines suggested by the 
Latin fragment. This continued advance to a more scientific text is 
quite in keeping with the method of this great scholar in other depart- 
ments of work. With a miod biassed only in favour of truth and 
open to all fresh evidence from whatever quarter derived, he furnishes 
us with the beau ideal of a scientific scholar. It is therefore in- 
cumbent on those who follow in his footsteps to carry on still further 
the work that he has advanced so far. Accordingly, in the following 
criticism of Dillmann's text, it is to his latest work on this subject, 
his Latin translation, or, rather, to the revised Ethiopic text which 
this Latin translation presupposes, that we shall confine our investiga- 
tion, and contrast its achievement with the highest that is now made 
possible through the discovery and use of fresh manuscript evidence. 
We may despatch in a word the result of this investigation, and state 
its conclusion briefly, i.e., that the text which is based on Dillmann's 
two manuscripts, however much it may be revised or emended 
with the help of the Latin fragment, can, in the presence of the 
better evidence now accessible, only be regarded as at the best late 
and corrupt. In the comparison of the Ethiopic MSS., which 
we shall presently institute, the Latin fragment will serve as a 
touchstone whereby to distinguish the false from the true in the 
variants presented by the two types of MSS. with which we have 
now to deal. 

The text from which my translation is onde I hope to publish 
in the course of the year. This text is founded in the main on 
the two ancient fifteenth and sixteenth century MSS., which I have 
above mentioned. These two MSS. will be designated respectively 
as A. and B in the following investigation, while the MSS. us9d 
by Dillmann and designated by him as T and A, will be cited here 
as C and D respectively. 

To meet our present purpose there is no neel of exhaustive 
treatment. It will be sufficient to show. — (i.) That every page we 
examine of the revised Ethiopic text presupposed by Dillmann's Latin 
translation contains many corrupt readings where the demonstrably 
true reading is preserved by AB, or A, or B in agreement with the 
Latin version, ii. That in not a few cases Dillmann's text is 
disfigured by corruptions thit admit of easy and at times demonstrably 
certain emendation. 

II. I will deal with the latter and less important class first, and at 
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the outset invite attention to two instructive instances where, after 
having restored the text solely by means of the materials at Dill- 
mann's disposal, I afterwards found my emendations confirmed by 
MS. evidence. In xxix. 15, we read 'eska :'ama : 'Aqrdbit and cor- 
responding to it in the Latin version usque aggruum Acrabin. Both 
versions are corrupt, but the former points to the true text. Here 
Dillmann through an oversight takes 'eska: 'amu=zusque of place, 
but this is impossible, as this phrase can only be used temporally ; 
but as no temporal signification was applicable here, I saw clearly 
that 'ama must be corrupt, and that the corruption arose simply 
through a wrong vocalisation of '6ma=arbor, and that thus the 
vox nulla in the Latin version aggruum is a corruption of arborem. 
The gg in aggruum are almost indecipherable. Some weeks later I 
found that 'oina was actually the reading of A. Thus the rendering 
should be "to the tree (or oak) of Aqr&bit." This is all the more 
interesting as it points to an original variation in the text of Num. 
xxxiv. 4, and Josh. xv. 3, and supposes D'npjf n?X? instead of 

Again ia xxxi. 10. Over against astar(jd=manifeslationem the 
Latin version gives semitas meas. Here I at once changed 'astarejo 
into asardtja=semitas meas, and I found later that both A and B gave 
the sing, collective form of this word asarja=zsemitas meas. The 
following emendations of the text are not supported by MS. evidence 
but are nevertheless necessary. I shall adduce only a few. In xxi. 7 
teblul=invulutum from tablala exactly contravenes the right sense 

of the context, as is clear from the Latin version separa and Lev. iii. 
10, n3"VD\ For teblul therefore we must read tebalel=separdbis, 

from balala, which we must no longer regard as an unused root as in 
Dillmann's Lex. Col. 486. 

In xxii. 16, for rcshfit : rekus=inquinanento immundo read res'at : 
warekus=injustitia et inqttuiamenlo. So Latin version. For kuelu= 
unicersum read ellu=isti. So Latin. Make the same correction 
in xxiv. 25. In xxix. 14, for takudnanu=litem composuerunt read 
takudnaiw— Latin version propitiatus ei. I may add at the conclusion 
of this section that where an emended text is followed in my transla- 
tion, the unamended reading will be given in a foot-note. The mani- 
fold other variations from Dillmann's published text rest on MS. 
evidence, and will be justified later in my published text and com- 
mentary. 

I. In Dillmann's revised Ethiopic text we must make such correc- 
tions as the following. 

In xiii. 8, for tatakula read takala with A, B, and Latin, and for 
hora read blhr with B and Latin. In xiii. 10, for za read zaz with 
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A, B, and Latin, and in xiii. 12 insert negative before jethualaque with 
A, B, and Latin. la xv. 11, for maskabomu read with B vuksabomu 
=praeputium eorum. So Latin. This word, accordingly must be added 
in Dillmann's Lex. under Jtasaba, and the article on maskab, col. 381, 
struck out. A gives kesbatu = circumcisio ejus. In xv. 12, omit 
Jcuelu, with A, B, C, and Latin ; in 13, omit wa before ze, with B 
and Latin ; in 15, for nasardmu=procidit eos, read with A, B, 
ansdromu. So Latin version coram, aod omit laqcddsd with A, B, 
and Latin. 

In xvi. 5, after jezemewoi add with A, B, basegdhomu. So Latin 
in carnibus suis ; in 6, omit Jtuelu, with A, B, and Latin ; in 7, for 
udhand read with A, B, nddheno. So Latin liberavimus. In 10, 
after Kebron add with A, B, and Latin, waJioru • in 12, for jeMld 
read with A, B, and lAtin, jeb6 ; in 14, omit baz mark with A, B, C, 

and Latin ; in 15, for zata'azazna read with B and Latin zata'azaza ; 
in 19, omit 'abija with A, B, C, and Latin ; in 20, omit 'Abrch'dm 
with A, B, C, and Latin, and after Kel'Ha add wa'abhakua : kel'eta 
with A, B, C, and Latin ; in 21, omit la'egzi'abhir with A, B (C), and 
Latin ; in 23, for Kamez read zanta with A, B, C, and Latin ; in 25, 
omit lafatdrihu with A, B, C, and Latin ; in 28, omit lazentu with 
B and Latin. 

In xviii. 9, for jebelo read 'ebild with B and Latin ; in 14, for 
'ajdd'/ia read 'ajda'ltft with A, B, and Latin. In xix. 5, omit leb with 

A, B, C, and Latin ; in 14, for hesum read fesurn with B and Gen. 

xxv. 27 ; in 21, for tetfasehu read tctfasdh : libald with A, B, and 

Latin ; in 23, after Malal'el add 'Ends with A, B, and Latin. 

In xx. 8, B, and in part A, rightly supplies the lacuna in the text 
wa'ibamentanl : liudbmu : tawakalu. So Latin in nihilo confidunt. 
Perhaps omnes has fallen out before confidunt. In 9, for wa'antemusa 
read 'alia with B and Latin. In xxi. 1, omit 'abu.hu with A, B, C, 
and Latin ; in 4, omit 'amadd with A, B, D, and Latin. 

In xxii. 5, omit zajeseni with A, B, D, and Latin ; in 8, before 
'esrna add 'ana with B and Latin ; in 9, after libnd add ni with A, B, 
and Latin ; in 10, omit 'Amldklja with A, B, D, and Latin, and after 

v 

sdhlka add wasaldmka with B and Latin ; in 11, for jebelo read jebS 
with B and Latin ; in 13, after laka add 'ahzdb with A, B, D, and 
Latin ; in 14, omit medr : wahaba : zar'a with A, B, C, and Latin, and 
for hezbu, read hezb with A, B, and Latin ; in 1G, omit 'egzte with A, 
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v 

B, D, and Latin ; in 19, for qemundn: masaqordr : maswd'etomu read 

V 

with (A), B, and Latin gemn : wamendnS : masaqordr : maswd'etomu. 

In xxiii. 6, for tafasama read fasama with A, B and Latin ; in 10 for 
'ijdbilju read 'dmatdt with A, B and Latin ; in 24 for hatditfihomu : 
lahezb : la'ella read hdte'anihomu : la'afizdb : 'ella with A, B and Latin. 

In xxiv. 14 tat fengd rea,djerdngd, i.e., a transliteration of <f>apayyt, 
with B : in 18 for bdhr read medr with A, B and Latin : in 24 for 

jahdbbmu read jahabo with A, B and Latin, and oxnitjesarmomu with 
A, B, D and Latin. 

In xxvi. 9, for kabdkd Dillmann has rightly read zajtrCes with D, 
but we must further add rvaldd with A, B and Latin ; in 10 omit naja 
and w'etu with A, B, D and Latin : in 12 for jebe read jebilo with B 
and Latin. 

Let us conclude this section with the chief corrections of xxx. In 
5 omit wa'eslta : la'dlam with A, B, C and Latin : in 8 after kuelo add 
mamd'ela with A, B, C and Latin : in 13 for 'emna : 'akzdb : awdlda 
read 'em'an-dlda : 'akzdb with A, B and Latin : in 21 omit barakata 
with A, B and Latin, and wa before kuelo with B and Latin : in 25 
place wakuelo : nervdjomu immediately after 'a'ed&gikomu with B and 
Latin. 

Before closing this article it will not be amiss to give some of 
the characteristics of the Latin version. 

Of corruptions we might cite that of seminis into nominis in 
xxii. 13, of alteram into tertium in xxiv. 16, of itinere into iiifemi 
in xxiv. 27, of namque into nequa in xxxv. 9, of qui into quia in 
xxix. 12. Some corruptions are due no doubt to mistranslations of 
the Hebrew and Greek texts. Thus agnoscantur in xix. 24, instead 
of renoventur (Eth.), is due to a confusion of dvave<oda>j-i with 
dvayvaxrdaxTt. 

In xxiii. 7, xxviii. 20, 22, xxix. 18, 21, xxx. 14, etc., etc., there are 
extensive corruptions which it is not easy to explain. In these cases 
the Ethiopia preserves the true text. In other instances, the cor- 
ruption is due to the influence of the LXX. on the Latin version of 
Jubilees. Thus, in xvii. 5 visus is thrust into the text, owing to 
i<j>avrj in LXX. against Ethiopic version of Jubilees and the Hebrew 
of Genesis ; so also in xxvi. 16 we have sieut odor aqri pleni, where 
the last word is due to irkripovs in the LXX., but is omitted in the 
Ethiopic version of Jubilees and in the Hebrew of Genesis. Again, 
in xxix. 14, Et undecim filii ipsius is a corruption of die undecimo 
ejus due to Gen. xxxii. 23. Finally, the text is often defective, and 
the omissions are not unfrequently due to homoioteleuton. Thus, 
in xxiv. 24, et qui effugerint e gladio adversarii et e Chetem, in 
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xxxii. 34, et quercum qucreum luctus Diborae, and in xxxii. 37, 
nomen ejvsJiUum doloris mci, quia doloribus laboravit quum pareret, 
pater autcm ejus vocavit, are all lost through homoioteleuton. 

The Latin, it thus appears, is far from being a faultless version, 
and yet it is invaluable in the criticism of the text ; for its corrup- 
tions are, as a rule, easy to trace and seldom coincide with those of 
the Ethiopic version. 

I hope later to deal exhaustively with these questions of textual 
criticism in the introduction to my edition of the text, but the above 
■will be sufficient to demonstrate the superiority of the fresh manu- 
script evidence here adduced, and to justify the issue of such an 
edition. 

R. H. Charles. 



